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Abstract
This paper supports the argument that a dictionary of Economics in the broad sense of the word is any information tool 
that contains structured data - e.g. dictionary articles, outer texts, hyperlinks, etc. – which can be used for retrieving 
information on economic concepts, economic language, economic instructions, and/or economic operations. Some 
of these are on the Internet and are accessed by individuals for concrete consultation in one or more situations. This 
defi nition is based on the tenets of the Function Theory of Lexicography, the theoretical construction initiated at the 
Aarhus School of Business in the 1990s which has since worked on the theory and practice of dictionaries (Bergenholtz 
/Tarp 2002, 2003, 2004; Tarp 2008; Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp 2014). This has resulted in a specifi c approach to dictionary 
making, which is identifi ed in this chapter as a lexicography-based approach. On the other hand, some scholars espouse 
a different view, which is basically rooted in the theories and methods of (Applied) Linguistics (Rundell 2012a) and 
identifi ed here as a linguistics-based approach. Both views are discussed and illustrated in relation to three specifi c 
issues: (a) the concept of a dictionary of Economics; (b) the sources of lexicographic data used in different dictionaries 
of Economics; (c) access to data and data presentation in several online dictionaries of Economics. 
1. Introduction
 Lexicographical works concerning economics (exclusively or not) are a motley set of objects. (...) The 
distinction between these kinds of works in practice is rather fuzzy. (Besomi 2011: 4)
During the discussions taking place at the International Symposium on Dictionaries of Econom-
ics, arranged by the Centre for Lexicography at the Aarhus School of Business and Social Sci-
ences on November 13-15, 2013, participants agreed on four main ideas. Firstly, the interdisci-
plinary vocation and co-operative spirit of lexicography give support to the academic analysis of 
“economics lexicography”, i.e. the set of academic activities concerned with the theory and prac-
tice of dictionaries of Economics, or reference works that deal with Economics regardless of the 
specifi c and highly varying content and name they may have (cf. Besomi 2011 and this volume). 
Secondly, the design and compilation of high quality dictionaries of Economics calls for the ac-
tive presence of lexicographers and subject fi eld experts, who must work side by side on the dic-
tionary project. This will ensure the appropriate handling of lexicographic data, e.g. a restriction 
of the meaning of the term to a particular economic context. Example (1) shows the defi nition of 
expected loss in the context of credit analysis. It goes without saying that a proper defi nition of 
this concept will only be possible as a result of a sound knowledge of the subject fi eld. This idea 
is often unnoticed (e.g. Kilgarriff’s (2012) lapses regarding the defi nition of deemed cost in the 
English accounting dictionary), which has led to confusion regarding the nature of specialised 
lexicography, cf. Rundell (2012a):
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 expected loss
In the context of credit analysis, the expected loss is the calculated loss risk in connection with 
lending. The expected loss is calculated as the exposure in monetary value in case of default 
multiplied by the default probability multiplied by (one minus the recovery probability).
Example 1. Article from the English accounting dictionary
Thirdly, the infl uence of the Internet is so pervasive that the real challenge today “is to continue 
producing high-quality Dictionaries of Economics adapted to the specifi c needs of specifi c target 
users in specifi c contexts, while simultaneously fi lling the many gaps in terms of so far partially or 
totally unsatisfi ed user needs.” (Tarp, this volume) For instance, designing the lexicographic data-
base in a specifi c way (Bergenholtz 2011) as well as using existing Internet technologies (Bothma 
2011) can result in the design of a new generation of online dictionaries that aim to favour per-
sonalisation (i.e. customisation or profi ling), e.g. the Accounting Dictionaries or Diccionarios de 
Contabilidad (c.f. Bergenholtz/Nordhahl; Nielsen).
Fourthly, the debate on the status of lexicography as an independent academic science or as 
part of Applied Linguistics should be abandoned. Lexicography can only be considered an inde-
pendent academic discipline which has long since proven its interdisciplinary vocation and co-
operative spirit towards all areas of human activity, cf. Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp (2014). For instance, 
nobody can confi dently argue that a defi nition such as example (2), taken from the Oxford Dic-
tionary of Economics (Myles, this volume), can be crafted by using the ideas and methods of (Ap-
plied) Linguistics:
 ability to pay
The principle that any tax should fall on those who can afford to pay. In practice, taking account of 
ability to pay means that tax payments increase with the observed income or assets of taxpayers. In 
principle, earning capacity should also be taken into account. The main objections to the ability to 
pay criterion are that earning capacity is unobservable, and that taxing income reduces the incentive 
to work. However, the collection of taxes from those who cannot afford to pay is unpopular, expen-
sive, and sometimes impossible. Ability to pay is an alternative to the benefi t principle under which 
only those who benefi t from any given public expenditure should be taxed to pay for it. The govern-
ment requires tax revenue to pay for public goods and income redistribution. Given the level of rev-
enue necessary to run a modern society, use of the ability to pay criterion for taxation seems inevita-
ble.
Example 2. Article from the Oxford Dictionary of Economics
This paper highlights some of the ideas connected with the debate on the status of lexicography. It 
presents the underlying assumptions defended by both the linguistics-based and the lexicograph-
ic-based approaches (Section 2). It also indicates some of its main differences regarding three key 
elements: (a) the concept of specialised dictionary, e.g. the online dictionary of Economics (Sec-
tion 3); (b) sources of data, i.e. a description of the synthesis and analysis phases used when de-
signing, say, online dictionaries of Economics (Section 4); and (c) access to data and data presen-
tation in certain online dictionaries of Economics (Section 5). A fi nal conclusion summarises the 
main ideas discussed.
2. The Linguistics-based Approach and the Lexicographic-based Approach
In their analysis of specialised online dictionaries, Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp (2014) indicate that lex-
icographers designing specialised dictionaries are mainly split into two camps. On the one side 
there are lexicographers who argue that specialised lexicography is basically a sub-discipline of 
Applied Linguistics, and therefore describe the process of making dictionaries as a craft or art 
rooted in traditions and methodologies of linguistics. Rundell (2012a), for instance, cites DiCo-
Info as a dictionary that uses Mel’čuk’s concept of lexical functions in its design and compilation. 
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Rundell’s stance is very weak for several reasons, which will be discussed in Sections 3, 4 
and 5 (below). For this introduction, suffi ce it to say that DiCoInfo does not use a methodology 
which can be replicated when the aim of the lexicographer is to write specialised dictionaries in 
a short period of time and at an affordable cost, c.f. Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp (2014). The compila-
tion of DiCoInfo started almost 20 years ago, and it is still basically a prototype after so many 
years of work: it contains only 1,000 articles in French and around 700 in English (Pimentel et al. 
2012: 180). This situation is even more dramatic insofar as DiCoInfo deals with computing and 
the Internet, two fi elds where developments are so fast that any information tool employed must 
be completed in one or two years and be updated almost on a weekly basis. 
In the other camp are those lexicographers who claim that lexicography is an independent aca-
demic science, e.g. those such as Tarp (2008, 2012b) who follow Buhr/Klaus’ (1971) concept of 
science: a science is a system of knowledge growing out of social practice and developing on an 
ongoing basis, comprising an acknowledgment of the most important properties, causal connec-
tions and legal considerations of nature, society and philosophy. 
Advocates of this second approach, e.g. proponents of the Function Theory of Lexicography 
(Bergenholtz/Tarp 2002, 2003, 2004; Tarp 2008; Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp 2014), view lexicography 
as an independent academic discipline, i.e. one with its own theories and methods for designing 
real and working specialised dictionaries that must meet users’ needs and be completed in a rather 
short period of time and with limited resources. Dictionaries such as the Accounting Dictionaries, 
Diccionarios de Contabilidad, and the Oxford Dictionary of Economics, illustrate the adequacy of 
this approach. For instance, the Dicionarios de Contabilidad describe around 7,000 terms, were 
completed in three years and are updated every three months, usually by the addition of approxi-
mately 300 new terms and modifi cations, both conceptual and linguistic ones. For instance, the 
EU has adopted several new accounting standards that will be in operation in January 2014. These 
modifi cations are already included in these dictionaries.
Some of the main differences between these two approaches are highlighted below in relation 
to the concept of specialised dictionary, the sources of lexicographic data used, and the philoso-
phy underlying access to data and data presentation.
3. Dictionaries of Economics
The linguistics-based approach to lexicography typically describes the process of designing dic-
tionaries in terms of language-related matters (Rundell 2012a, b). Rundell (2012a: 57), for exam-
ple, claims the salient issues in lexicography to be the following:
• corpus design, and the appropriate use of corpus data
• the relationship between lexicography and NLP
• the nature of word senses, and their relationship with syntactic and other contextual features
• the effectiveness of different approaches to defi ning
• the lexicographic treatment of multiword expressions
• the automatic extraction of lexical data from corpora
The above issues form the core of lexicography for linguistics-based lexicographers; they also 
give support to two related assumptions concerned with the concept of dictionary they espouse. 
The fi rst assumption is that lexicography is basically concerned with language in use:
 Function theory, it transpires, has little to say about what many of us see as the core task for lexicog-
raphers: analysing the evidence of language in use in order to identify what is likely to be relevant to 
dictionary users. (Rundell 2012a: 60)
The second assumption claims that reference works such as ‘dictionary’, ‘specialised dictionary’. 
‘encyclopaedia’, ‘glossary’, ‘lexicon’, ‘term bank’, ‘terminological knowledge base’, ‘ontology’, 
etc., are ontologically different, although they acknowledge that it is almost impossible to present 
their differences in practice (Rundell 2012a). 
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I believe that the above assumptions cannot be supported for several reasons (c.f. Fuertes-Oli-
vera/Tarp, Chapter 2). Suffi ce it to say here that all reference works, no matter whatever they are 
called, are ontologically the same: they are tools that aim to meet users’ needs for specifi c con-
sultation in a fast, straightforward manner. Hence, all reference works contain lexicographic data 
that has been specifi cally selected for satisfying concrete user needs, and utilise technologies or 
innovations that can help potential users to access the lexicographic data both quickly and in a 
way which is easy to understand. 
The existence of different names for the same tool is not connected with its ontological status 
but with advertising practices or traditions. From a scientifi c point of view, differences relate sole-
ly to the fact that there are different users in different situations. This has led lexicography-based 
scholars to argue that all reference works are basically the same and, therefore, typically use dic-
tionary as an umbrella term to refer to any reference work, regardless of whatever specifi c name 
such a tool is known by. This position is supported theoretically and empirically. 
From a theoretical point of view, lexicography-based scholars have shown that all reference 
works contain different types of lexicographic data, i.e. much more than language data; these have 
been selected with the aim of satisfying users’ needs for concrete and quick consultation. Such a 
view is supported historically. Tarp/Bothma (2013: 223), for instance, indicate that in 1704 John 
Harris published Lexicon Technicum: or, an Universal English Dictionary of Arts and Sciences 
where he “expressed a holistic vision of dictionaries as reference works not only dealing with 
words, among them the “terms of arts”, but also the substance of these arts, i.e. the crafts and sci-
ences as they were developed in the early 18th century.” As a consequence, they have defended 
the view that lexicography is ontologically related with Information Science, not with Linguistics:
 Lexicography is an integrated part of the social and information science paradigm and refers to the in-
terdisciplinary discipline concerned with the study, design and development of functional tools aimed 
solely at the gratifi cation of human information needs and problems. The distinctive feature of lexico-
graphic tools is the triangulation of three interrelated sets of social, logical, and semiotic parameters, 
corresponding respectively to the following dimensions of the tool: user, access and data
 Social parameters are in every single case determined by the systematic identifi cation of the specifi c 
information problems, needs and profi les of the potential user of the information tool. The social pa-
rameters are decisive for both the functional genesis (communicative, cognitive, operative and inter-
pretative functions) and the gratifying use of the information tool.
 Semiotic parameters are in every single case determined by such data selection and presentation that 
ensures gratifying extraction of information in accordance with the specifi c problems, needs and pro-
fi les of the potential user. Data are by nature of a semiotic kind and consist of verbal and non-verbal 
signs. The most frequently used symbols in data selection and presentation are words.
 Logic parameters are in every single case determined by such structures, modes, indices, algorithms 
and computing technologies that ensure gratifying access to data in accordance with the specifi c prob-
lems, situations, needs and profi les of the intended user. (Leroyer 2011 [2013]: 129)
From an empirical point of view, Besomi (2011, and this volume) has analysed around 650 refer-
ence works dealing with Economics, and has concluded that they comprise a motley set of objects 
that form a continuum where only those situated at the extremes are easily discernible:
 Lexicographical works concerning economics (exclusively or not) are a motley set of objects. As we 
shall see below…, they include a wide range of sizes, purposes, languages, editorial histories and in-
tended audiences. And they have different names: we have dictionaries, encyclopaedias, encyclopae-
dic dictionaries, lexica, vocabularies and glossaries, which correspond to different kinds of reference 
works. The distinction between these kinds of works in practice is rather fuzzy. Several of them – both 
of general scope and specifi cally addressed to economics or the social sciences – actually carry more 
than one of these denominations in their title. In practice, the spectrum of the reference works concern-
ing economics and related disciplines […] forms a continuum [...]. (Besomi 2011: 4)
In a similar vein, Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp (2014) have studied 16 exemplars of online specialised in-
formation tools. These have names such as dictionary, glossary, Database Information System, 
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thesaurus, term bank, terminological database, terminology knowledge base, and ontology. The 
16 reference works were subjected to a scrutiny that involved 10 basic criteria: (a) author’s view; 
(b) functions; (c) access routes; (d) use of Internet technologies; (e) use of a lexicographical ap-
proach; (f) production costs; (g) information costs; (h) updating; (i) participation of domain ex-
perts; and (j) process of data selection used. Fuertes-Olivera & Tarp’s analysis showed that the 
differences among them were mostly concerned with their theoretical stance and not with the 
name given to them. Briefl y, the use of different names for referring to information tools is a prac-
tice which should be discarded, as it can confuse users and cannot be supported either experimen-
tally or theoretically. 
Lexicography-based scholars have concluded that all reference works dealing with Economics 
are dictionaries of Economics, i.e. information tools that contain structured data - e.g. dictionary 
articles, outer texts, hyperlinks, etc. – which can be used for retrieving information on economic 
concepts, economic language, economic instructions, and/or economic operations. Some of them 
are on the Internet and are accessed by individuals for concrete consultation in one or more user 
situation. The following sections deal with some of these online dictionaries.
4. Sources of Data in Online Dictionaries of Economics
Most lexicographers employ the concept of corpus as this term is described, used and analysed in 
Corpus Linguistics. In general, Corpus Linguistics deals with sampling, selection of texts, corpus-
based versus corpus-driven analyses, copyrights and privacy, annotation, automatic retrieval, and 
the use of the Web as a corpus. Handbooks and manuals on Corpus Linguistics – e.g. McEnery /
Hardie (2012) – continue to claim that corpora are electronic collections of authentic language 
data that are selected according to special criteria – e.g. social, geographical, language, etc. – with 
the aim of uncovering patterns of meaning, use, or other social characteristics peculiar to one or 
more author, genre, text type, or period of time in history, etc. 
Corpus Lexicography identifi es corpus data as samples of social practice, which “are playing 
an increasing role in today’s lexicography, both upstream, as raw material which lexicographers 
mine and refi ne to produce rich lexical entries, and downstream, as an integral part of the electron-
ic dictionary to which users have direct access and which they can mine for themselves.” (Grang-
er 2012: 3) This quote signals the importance of corpora in lexicography today. However, its im-
portance is viewed differently by the two approaches I am discussing in this chapter.
Linguistics-based lexicographers, e.g. Hanks (2012a, b), Kilgarriff/Kosem (2012), Paquot 
(2012), and Rundell (2012a, b), among others, have explained their conviction that the role of cor-
pora has become so essential that no lexicographic project can be designed without regularly us-
ing at least one corpus during the analysis or synthesis phases, i.e. when the dictionary team mine 
relevant forms of evidence that provide lexicographic raw materials (analysis) and select and pre-
sent the information extracted from these (synthesis) (Rundell 2012a, quoting Atkins 1993). It 
seems that they take it for granted that a corpus, e.g. one of economic texts, designed and built ac-
cording to the criteria expounded in Corpus Linguistics, will allow lexicographers to translate the 
extracted corpus data into dictionary articles. For instance, the Oxford Business English Diction-
ary for learners of English has used a 50 million word corpus of business texts in its compilation. 
In its Preface, it is mentioned that corpus data were used for offering examples of real language 
and for including frequency labels: they indicate the 1,000 most frequent words in their corpus. 
These “are marked with a star to show that they are particularly important in Business English. 
These are words that are frequent on our business corpus and are essential in most areas of busi-
ness or combine with many others to make compounds.” (Parkinson 2005: v) In addition, Parkin-
son also indicates that the compilers “have been advised by teachers of Business English and by 
people involved in the world of business.”
The above quotes show that the ideas defended by linguistics-based lexicographers are mis-
guided. Even in a dictionary such as Oxford Business English Dictionary for learners of English 
30
corpus data is only used for three tasks: (a) attaching frequency labels to some lemmas; (b) craft-
ing examples; (c) indicating certain language patterns. These tasks are somewhat peripheral in 
specialised lexicography. In other words, Parkinson is implying that key practices, e.g. crafting 
defi nitions such as example (2), attaching grammar data and translated texts (example, 4, below), 
adding cultural remarks (example 4, below), or offering proscriptive remarks, etc., can only be 
done if an expert and a lexicographer are working side by side. A corpus, then, is an auxiliary tool 
in specialised lexicography that can be used for several lexicographic tasks, basically if an ex-
pert is also present. This is the view expounded by advocates of the function theory of lexicogra-
phy, who base it on their experimental work, both as lexicographers – e.g. Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp’s 
(2014) description of the design, compilation, and updating of the Accounting Dictionaries – and 
meta-lexicographers, i.e. when they analyse existing dictionaries of Economics, as shown below.
On closer inspections, the Oxford Business English Dictionary for learners of English does not 
reveal itself as a prototypical exemplar of specialised lexicography; instead, it is a learner’s dic-
tionary that mainly targets Business students. This may have an important lexicographical con-
sequence: only some very specifi c dictionaries of Economics, e.g. the Oxford Business English 
Dictionary for learners of English, can use corpus data in the synthesis and analysis phases with 
a high degree of confi dence. Most dictionaries of Economics need different sources of data, as I 
will show below.
The Oxford Business English Dictionary for learners of English contains around 12,000 ar-
ticles devoted to terms taken from several business/economics sub-domains: accounting, com-
merce, e-commerce, economics, fi nance, human resources, insurance, information technology, 
law, manufacturing, marketing, production, property, the stock exchange, mathematics and sta-
tistics, trade, and transport. In other words, the dictionary covers around 800 lemmas of each sub-
domain, and targets intermediate to advanced students of Business English. Both the number of 
lemmas covered by the sub-domain and the targeted users indicate that this dictionary offers only 
a general view of business; it does not detail the facts and language of the subject fi eld which oth-
er possible users such as experts or translators will need in different situations, including, maybe, 
that of a cognitive nature. For instance, the word method is marked with a star and an indication 
of 5 multi- word terms that are used in accounting: accrual method, declining balance method, 
depreciation method, diminishing balance method, and double-declining balance method. 
These fi gures contrast with the word method compiled in the Accounting Dictionaries: these de-
vote 125 articles for covering the facts and language of the different accounting methods used in 
the sub-domain of accounting.
As a conclusion, contrary to what Rundell and his colleagues claim, an analysis of the Oxford 
Business English Dictionary for learners of English indicates that corpus data can only be used 
in the presence of an expert, basically for documenting certain peripheral lexicographic data, e.g. 
frequency labels, and for describing very basic terms and concepts. Hence, corpus data are not re-
ally suitable for compiling specialised dictionaries. This may explain why DiCoInfo offers so few 
dictionary articles, and why many terminological projects do not result in real dictionaries but in 
prototypes:
 The internet has allowed the compilation of new types of information tools, for example, the so-called 
terminological knowledge bases. These are proliferating around the world, especially because they ob-
tain public money easily, although most of them do not deliver much. For instance, around 90 per cent 
of the terminological dictionary projects funded by Spanish R+D funding agency are still prototypes 
after several years of continuous and generous funding. (Fuertes-Olivera 2013: 337)
A possible explanation of this dismal situation is that the use of the concept of corpus for lexi-
cographic purposes, e.g. for uncovering patterns of meaning or usages, can obviously only be 
achieved if scholars working with corpora have adequate training for interpreting the facts and 
language retrieved through concordances, keywords, and other corpus tools for lexicographers 
(Kilgarriff/Kosem 2012). For instance, if lexicographers want to use corpus data to compile a dic-
tionary of Economics, they can only carry out their work with a certain degree of confi dence if 
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they also have (some) knowledge of economics. Without such knowledge, it will be very diffi cult 
for a lexicographer to encounter the facts and language necessary for compiling a real dictionary 
of Economics, especially one that aims to cover very specifi c terms, such as those that form the 
backbone of most economic sub-domains; the latter are mainly multi-word terms that are formed 
by adding other words to a basic term and are not frequent. For instance, in Spanish accounting, 
around 5,000 of the 7,000 Spanish lemmas selected in the Diccionarios de Contabilidad (more 
than 70% of the lemmata) contain between three and fourteen orthographic words (half of which 
have between three and fi ve words) (Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp 2014).
The lexicography-based approach argues in favour of a different source of data. Advocates 
of this approach maintain that the “analysis” phase must always be conducted in the presence of 
experts in the fi eld, who may document their analysis with whatever means they consider suit-
able; typically, this entails mining appropriate specialised texts and indicating the scope of mean-
ing and range of facts for each term selected. In other words, instead of relying on social criteria 
for compiling a specifi c corpus, advocates of the lexicography-based approach support the use of 
any text that offers relevant data. They are not interested in patterns, but in data that are direct-
ly connected with the function(s), the subject fi eld and the level of competence of the intended 
user (Tarp 2008; Fuertes-Olivera/Nielsen 2011 and 2012). Applying the concept of relevance re-
quires taking into consideration the specifi c characteristics of the lexicographic project and the 
best methodology for translating its design into a working dictionary in two to three years’ time, 
in accordance with the resources used in the project and its specifi c characteristics regarding us-
ers’ needs, user situation and affordable means. Regardless of the merits of Mel’čuk’s concept of 
lexical functions or other linguistic criteria, the real fact is that the DiCoInfo project described so 
far (e.g. L’Homme et al. 2012; Pimentel et al. 2012) has not resulted in a working dictionary after 
more than 20 years’ work on it. Bothma/Tarp (2012) concur with this view:
 In lexicography, relevance theory as outlined and illustrated above, provides an elegant theory to un-
derstand relevance as a complex phenomenon that may have a profound infl uence on lexicographers’ 
analysis of users’ information needs. Users’ information needs are paramount for lexicographers to 
decide what data are to be shown to the user in any given usage situation, as is evident from function 
theory (and even general lexicographic practice). Relevance theory implies that lexicographers have to 
make an even more in-depth study of the users of their products to enable them to understand exactly 
what may infl uence a user to use or not use a specifi c dictionary and to ensure that the lexicographic 
offering presents to the user only the required data to solve the user’s information need in a given situ-
ation — no more and no less. If lexicographers understand that there are multiple relevances that may 
infl uence a user’s judgment they may be able to design the underlying databases and fi ltering mecha-
nisms in such a way that the end product provides the ideal solution for every user in every usage situ-
ation. This requires additional research in both metalexicography and lexicographical practice, espe-
cially at the level of database design and the design of fi ltering mechanisms. (Bothma/Tarp 2012: 106)
From a practical point of view, the concept of relevance demands that any work concerned with the 
design of specialised dictionaries, e.g. online dictionaries of Economics, must be accomplished 
by a team in which several experts participate (supposing that there is no single person with all the 
necessary skills and knowledge): experts in Economics, lexicography, Information Science, etc. 
The validity of this proposal is shown in the compilation of the Accounting Dictionaries or Dic-
cionarios de Contabilidad, a set of specialised online dictionaries that are the result of a joint pro-
ject involving teams from the Centre for Lexicography at Aarhus University in Denmark, and the 
International Centre for Lexicography at the University of Valladolid in Spain. Around 30 recent 
publications explain the workings of the team and their progress, from the original design in 2003 
to its current transformation into Model T Ford dictionaries (Tarp 2011 [2013]), i.e., ones “whose 
“articles and visualised lexicographic data are adapted to the various functions displayed by the 
dictionary, frequently assisted by different types of interactive options where the users may defi ne 
themselves and the activity for which they need information.” (Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp 2014: 16).
These dictionaries contain between 7,000 and 8,000 dictionary articles in three different lan-
guages: Danish, English and Spanish. Their lexicographical data were (and are) taken from four 
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main sources: (a) existing dictionaries; (b) accounting texts, typically manuals, handbooks, leg-
islation and institutionalised texts; (c) the Internet; (d) an in-house corpus of around 3 million 
words. These sources can be used with confi dence: experts in accounting work side by side with 
the rest of the team, a methodology that saves time and resources and allows the team to com-
plete the accounting lexical database for each language in around 30 months and to update it every 
three months on average (Nielsen/Fuertes-Olivera 2013). 
The Accounting Dictionaries and Diccionarios de Contabilidad are oriented at three Danish 
and Spanish user groups: (1) translators and language staff; (2) accounting experts and semi-ex-
perts; and (3) students and laypersons interested in Danish, English, and Spanish accounting mat-
ters. The above users can consult lexicographic data when they are reading, writing and trans-
lating accounting texts (i.e. in communicative situations) and/or gaining some knowledge of ac-
counting (i.e. in a cognitive situation). 
The four data sources were used in the “analysis” phase in order to provide the lexicographic 
raw materials of accounting, that is, the facts and language involved. Furthermore, this phase is 
a support for and depends on the “synthesis” phase. To put it in a more straightforward way, the 
compilation of any specialised dictionary in a brief period of time and at an affordable cost re-
quires the synthesis and analysis phases to occur simultaneously and both phases to be carried out 
by individuals with the appropriate knowledge. Hence, relying exclusively or mainly on corpus 
lexicography is not advisable in specialised lexicography, although it cannot be denied that pro-
gress is being made in this fi eld of research, e.g. (semi-) information retrieval and (semi-) auto-
matic term extraction (Vintar 2010; Fuertes-Olivera 2012a). 
The theory and practice involved in the compilation of these dictionaries (see Fuertes-Olivera /
Tarp 2014, for a detailed description) shows convincingly that the design of specialised dictionar-
ies, e.g. online dictionaries of Economics, must rely on specialised texts selected and consulted in 
terms of the concept of lexicographic relevance previously referred to. This method of operation 
is supported by several fi ndings, of which three are suffi cient for this chapter:
1. Relevance-based dictionaries, such as the New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics Online, 
the Oxford Dictionary of Economics, and the Accounting Dictionaries, to name just a few, 
are superior in terms of lexicographic quality to corpus-based or corpus-driven dictionaries 
of Economics. For instance, example (4) is much more precise than example (3), which 
offers a circular defi nition; example (4) does not use symbols, unlike example (3); example 
(4) includes more use contexts than example (3); example (4) indicates that depreciation 
applies to tangible assets, cultural information that is absent from example (3); example (4) 
cross-refers users to intangible assets (they are amortised), also key cultural information 
which is absent from example (3):
 de,preci’ation method noun [c]
(Accounting) any of the methods used to calculate the depreciation of an asset over the time it is ex-
pected to be in use: Which depreciation method would you use if you were trying to minimise taxes?
 −> ACCELERATED DEPRECIATION
Example 3. depreciation method in the Oxford Business English Dictionary for Learners
 depreciation method noun
<a depreciation method, the depreciation method, depreciation methods>
 Defi nition
The depreciation method is the policy applied by an enterprise for gradually writing down a tangible 
asset and allocating the cost over its useful life.
 Collocations
• the choice of depreciation method
 • the depreciation method used
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 • the selected depreciation method
 Example
• The enterprise claimed that the depreciation method used for investments on fi xed assets did not 
reasonably refl ect the costs associated with the production and sale of the product concerned.
 See also
amortisation method
Example 4. depreciation method in the English Accounting Dictionary
2. Relevance-based dictionaries usually deal with the needs of several types of users in 
several usage situations, whereas corpus-based or corpus-driven dictionaries typically aim 
at learners and describe only basic terms, i.e. those that are frequent regardless of their 
relevance and interest for potential users. For instance, a user working with an accounting 
text will fi nd the description of 125 accounting methods given in the English accounting 
dictionaries more telling than a description of the fi ve terms given in the Oxford Business 
English dictionary for learners of English. Hence, this second type of dictionaries does not 
try to offer a description of a broad subject fi eld, but rather an analysis of its frequent terms, 
typically fewer than 1,000; e.g. the LEAD dictionary (Paquot 2012).
3. Relying on any source whatsoever offers more and better possibilities than depending 
only or mainly on corpus data. The Internet offers more and better data when it is used 
confi dently, that is, if experts scrutinise relevant specialised texts during the “analysis” 
and/or “synthesis” phase(s). Consequently, the way ahead is dependent on working with 
Internet searches that are knowledge restricted, something that only a real expert can do 
with confi dence, at least in terms of affordable time and cost variables.
To sum up, the criticism directed at advocates of the function theory of lexicography, or the 
Aarhus School of Lexicography (e.g. Rundell 2012a; Kilgarriff 2012), is not supported either 
theoretically or practically: specialised dictionaries designed according to the theoretical criteria 
expounded by the latter always rely on the joint work of experts and lexicographers, who analyse 
the data taken from real texts and synthesise this in accordance with their expert knowledge. In 
other words, advocates of the function theory are not against corpus evidence, but rather they are 
against corpus lexicography as a catch-up concept that must always be employed no matter which 
dictionary is being designed and whatever dictionary data is to be included. Hanks (2012a) seems 
to concur with this view:
 Word meaning in natural language- a natural, biological phenomenon- must be distinguished from the 
stipulated meanings of scientifi c concepts. Meanings of scientifi c concepts accrue from centuries and 
even millennia of scientifi c research. (Hanks 2012a: 420)
Hanks’ quote apparently implies that we cannot use the same methodology for dealing with gen-
eral words and specialised terms. Hence, my fi nal claim is that both the analysis and synthesis 
phases must be based on relevant criteria rather than on frequency, which is the view defended by 
linguistics-based lexicographers.
5. Access to Data and Data Presentation in Online Dictionaries of Economics
The advent of electronic lexicography, particularly e-lexicography, has had a deep impact on ac-
cess routes and data presentation. Both lexicographic elements are related and current research 
on them is basically concerned with the following [c.f. Haß/Schmitz 2010, Granger/Paquot 2010, 
2012, Fuertes-Olivera/Bergenholtz 2011 [2013], Fuertes-Olivera/Tarp 2014, Jackson 2013, Ko-
sem/Kosem 2011, Kosem et al. 2013, Heid 2012]:
• “new relations”, e.g. links to corpus data where users can mine the data for themselves 
(Heid et al. 2012); also, links to Internet homepages, multimedia contents, etc. (Bergenholtz/
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Bergenholtz 2011; Sánchez/Cantos 2011; Fuertes-Olivera 2012b; Tarp 2012a);
• hybridisation (Hartmann 2005), i.e. the disappearance of lexicographic typologies, such as 
the compilation of “dictionary-cum-writing-aid tools” (Paquot 2012);
• the process of locating data, including the adoption of more natural dictionary styles, e.g. 
eliminating symbols, abbreviations, and so on (Heid 2011; (Verlinde 2011);
• the process of automating some lexicographic processes, both in dictionaries for Natural 
Language Processing (Ye et al. 2012) and for individuals (Rundell 2012b);
• the infl uence of user input, especially the development of collaborative lexicography (Fuertes-
Olivera 2009; Meyer/Gurevich 2012). 
• The use of Internet technologies for lexicographic purposes, particularly the following 
(Bothma 2011):
• data fi ltering, i.e. techniques used to show only part of the data contained in the 
lexicographic database;
• access to supplementary data, e.g. links to external texts (Heid et al. 2012), indices and 
abstracts (Lew 2011), annotation devices and reuse of data (Bothma 2011);
• establishment of online communication between lexicographers and users, i.e. users 
commenting on the dictionary data and offering feedback, e.g. Bergenholtz (2011); 
• shortening the access route (Bothma/Prinsloo 2013);
• providing dynamic solutions, usually by differentiating between dictionary and database 
with the aim of offering users the possibility of retrieving different data in each 
consultation depending on the specifi c usage situation in which the search takes place 
(Nielsen/Almind 2011; Bergenholtz 2012].
What emerges from a review of the above literature is that the two approaches discussed here also 
advocate differing philosophies regarding data access and data presentation. I will discuss these 
in turn, with examples taken from online dictionaries of Economics.
5.1. Linguistics-based Approach: More and Better Structured Data
Linguistics-based lexicographers suggest offering more and better structured data, i.e. the type 
that is subjected to fi ne-grained linguistic description; for instance, the use of lexical profi ling 
software, which is a technology that “reliably identifi es the salient syntactic constructions and 
lexical combination characteristic of a particular word.” (Rundell 2012b: 28). A so-called “typol-
ogiser” (Rundell/Kilgarriff 2011) is one of the solutions adopted: this system “automatically as-
signs labels to words and senses”, typically by “comparing a word’s profi le in a carefully-defi ned 
sub-corpus with its behaviour in the lexicographic corpus as a whole, in order to retrieve informa-
tion about its stylistic, regional, or domain preferences.” (Rundell 2012b: 28) 
Rundell’s solution works fairly well with acidifi cation, the example Rundell uses in his de-
fence of corpus lexicography. Rundell (2012a: 62) claims that the analysis of this word “supplies 
valuable information about (inter alia) the nouns that typically premodify it, the verbs that fre-
quently have it as an object, and other nouns with which it often appears in an ‘and/or’ relation-
ship.” Similar methodologies are defended by the compilers of DicSci, an online learner’s dic-
tionary of verbs in science (Alonso et al. 2011). To the best of my knowledge, this is a dictionary 
prototype that as yet cannot be evaluated on account of its still being on the drawing board. 
I believe that the above proposal has two main drawbacks regarding the design of online spe-
cialised dictionaries of Economics. One of them is that it says nothing about the facts. As in the 
previous section, linguistic descriptions such as the one for acidifi cation are of little interest, if 
any at all, when describing the facts of a subject fi eld or the characteristics of many multi-word 
terms. 
The second drawback is that the decisions adopted typically result in hybrid products, e.g. the 
“dictionary-cum-thesaurus-plus-advertisements-plus-teaching materials” Macmillan dictionary. 
An analysis of this reference works shows that it uses a type-ahead search, a search system sug-
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gesting “a list of hits after typing a certain number of characters (Lew 2012: 351). For example, 
typing “balan” retrieves terms that can be used in Economics: balance; balance of payments; 
balance of power; balance of trade; balance out; balance sheet; balance something out; bal-
ance the budget books; balance up, and balanced. Clicking on balance the budget books re-
sults in the following:
• some of the above search strings are not retrieved, whereas others retrieve them in a very 
unsystematic way. For instance, balance the budget books is not retrieved, whereas two 
synonymous phrases – balance the budget and balance the books – are retrieved but are not 
identifi ed as synonyms, which obliges users to take the risk of deciding by themselves;
• the retrieved phrases are connected with a sense of balance that is not registered in the 
dictionary entry; this likewise means that users need to “guess the meaning” by themselves;
• users can expand their search by clicking on “more”. This retrieves related synonyms or 
related words, but there is no indication regarding the kind of relationship between the former 
search string and the second one. Hence, users have to risk making their own choice, e.g. are 
account and accounts the singular or plural of the same concept? This lexicographic data 
is absent from the dictionary entry and is not easily “guessed” from the lexicographic data 
offered (example 5):
 account NOUN
a detailed record that a business keeps of the money it receives and spends in a particular 
period of time
 accounts NOUN
the part of an organization that keeps records of the money it receives and spends 
Example 5. articles from the Macmillan Dictionary
As far as I know, the “more and better structured data” philosophy is still in its infancy, and can-
not be recommended for designing dictionaries of Economics for three main reasons. Firstly, it 
does not address the facts of Economics or the language characteristics of most of the multi-word 
terms that form the common stock of economic vocabulary. Secondly, users are expected to make 
many decisions, which is not to be recommended from a lexicographic point of view (Trap-Jensen 
2010; Bergenholtz 2011; Gouws 2011). Thirdly, it typically results in cramped dictionary home-
pages, where the presentation of the lexicographic data hampers users’ decisions, e.g. in the Mac-
millan Dictionary:
1. The ‘dictionary’ and ‘thesaurus’ defi nition of a term, e.g. balance sheet, is the same. Why 
does it differentiate between them?
2. The lexicographic data is “engulfed” by advertisements, language games, social networks 
buttons, proposals for collaborative lexicography and for taking part in competitions. 
What are the aims of all these “new” possibilities? 
3. The “more” buttons on the thesaurus webpage retrieves related terms that are not properly 
described (c.f. example 5). What is the objective of such data if users cannot use them 
with confi dence?
5. 2. Lexicography-based Approach: Less is More
The “less is more” philosophy focuses on the problem of information overload that accompanies 
the advent of e-lexicography, i.e. the problems users face when they have to collect an amount of 
data that is so vast they cannot convert it into information; this leads them either to abandon the 
consultation process before it is totally fi nished (information death) or to suffer bouts of psycho-
logical anxiety, as they are unsure of the reliability and quality of the data encountered (informa-
tion stress). Lexicographers championing the “less is more” philosophy offer solutions that are 
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based on a joint evaluation of users’ needs in specifi c situations as well as the resources and tech-
nologies at the lexicographers’ disposal. Their primary objective is simply to guide users towards 
the specifi c data needed in the usage situation. The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics On-
line illustrates the workings of this philosophy, which is suitable for Palgrave users.
The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics Online is a cognitive-oriented online dictionary 
that permits an in-depth study of one or more subject fi elds, depending on the conception of Eco-
nomics as a single or a multi-fi eld area. The data is reliable and matches the functions and needs 
of its targeted users, experts and would-be experts, e.g. students in this fi eld. 
The online version is a sequel to a well-known and professionally-acclaimed printed diction-
ary of Economics. It has kept pace with Internet technologies, especially those that save time and 
facilitate the consultation process:
• There are two search systems, one general and one advanced. The latter allows users to 
restrict the search string to “fi eld search” – e.g. searching in the “full text”, “bibliographies”, 
“article titles”, “contributors”, “abstracts” and “keywords” –, to “edition” – e.g. searching 
all editions, a particular edition, or a particular year – and to “topic area” – e.g. searching 
“in “microeconomics”, “Macroeconomics and Monetary Economics”, etc. In other words, 
this search system guides the user towards the specifi c needs they may have at the time of 
searching.
• Each article has a Table of Content and a scroll bar for moving up and down, i.e. use is made 
of adaptive representation (Tarp 2012a). Hence, users can move to the part of the article 
they are more interested in at a particular moment, something very convenient in cognitive 
dictionaries dealing with a deep study of a subject fi eld.
• Each article has the “download citation” functionality, which automatically translates the 
dictionary article to a reference list crafted as “RIS”, “text”, “CSV” or “BibTex”. This 
functionality saves a lot of time and is of great help in typical cognitive situations such as 
documenting a lecture.
The Palgrave, as well as the Accounting Dictionaries and the Oxford Dictionary of Economics, 
are exemplars of the lexicography-based approach presented in this paper. In my view, this phi-
losophy is more suitable than the “more and better structured data” for three main reasons. Firstly, 
it is based on the function(s) and specifi c user need(s) in specifi c usage situations. In other words, 
it is convenient for dealing with facts, language, instructions, etc., associated with online diction-
aries of Economics. Secondly, it saves time, as it always guides users to the information required. 
Thirdly, the homepage is clean and friendly, perhaps because the dictionaries constructed accord-
ing to this philosophy are not free: they are accessed through subscription and consequently do 
not need to “sell” their homepages by means of advertisements, games, etc. For example, the pres-
entation of the Spanish accounting dictionary highlights the following:
1. Users can access four search buttons – recepción, producción, encontrar un término, and 
conocimiento. Each offers different data, i.e. that adapted to the usage situation prompting 
the consultation. Even if users are unsure about the search, they can look for “tips”, e.g. 
“cos + “ will retrieve concepts, parts of texts, etc. where the search string is to be found, 
thereby helping them in such a situation.
2. The homepage is clean; hence, the dictionary articles are easily accessed.
3. Users can also access supplementary materials, e.g. advertisements and “information 
buttons”, i.e., buttons that explain the characteristics of the dictionary (the outer texts of 
printed dictionary). This access is achieved by clicking on a hyperlink, which does not 
affect the presentation of the dictionary data.
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6. Conclusion
This paper has addressed the design of online dictionaries of Economics supported by two oppos-
ing views: the linguistics-based and the lexicographic-based approaches.
The linguistics-based view is mainly championed in British lexicographical circles, which de-
fend the design of online dictionaries of Economics with the same theoretical and practical argu-
ments that they typically use when presenting English dictionaries for learners of English. This 
approach is usually identifi ed as corpus lexicography, and rests on three main assumptions: (i) the 
only specialised dictionary of Economics is of a very restricted communicative type, e.g. the Ox-
ford Business English Dictionary for Learners; (b) corpus data must be the main source of data to 
be used in both the “analysis” and the “synthesis” phase (Rundell, 2012a); (ii) the more and better 
structured data included the better the result; e.g. they claim that the synthesis phase must main-
ly reside in linguistic analysis, thus advocating a very restricted view of the concept of Econom-
ics dictionary: only certain communicative-oriented dictionaries are dictionaries of Economics.
The lexicographic-based view is by and large the one put forward by advocates of the function 
theory of lexicography, or Aarhus school. They defend a broader concept of dictionary of Eco-
nomics, i.e. any information tool that can be employed when users need information on economic 
concepts, economic language, economic instructions and economic operations. They also claim 
that the analysis and synthesis phases must be based on the principle of lexicographic relevance, 
defending the view that the sources of data to be included and its analysis is the joint responsi-
bility of several experts; these are involved in selecting, analysing and presenting such data so as 
to assist their potential users in various extra-lexicographical situations. Within this same frame-
work, advocates of the function theory also make their case for designing lexicographic databas-
es equipped with technologies that allow users to retrieve exactly the amount of data they need 
in each particular situation. This usually translates into the preparation of dictionary homepages 
where data are presented in a way which is both user-friendly and which facilitates retrieval.
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